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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

3. Claims 20-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hagersten, EP 0 817 073 A2 (hereafter referred to as Hagersten) in view of . 

4. Regarding claim 20, Hagersten taught a computer system (column 7, lines 47- 
50) comprising: 

a first node (SMP node 12A) configured to initiate a transaction (make a memory 
request) by transmitting a request (); and 
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a second node (SMD 12B) coupled to receive the request from the first node, 
wherein the second node is configured to generate to a probe in response to the 
request (column 18, lines 23-); 

and wherein the probe includes a header that designates a receiving node to 
receives responses to the probe (column 17, lines 16-19); and 

wherein the receiving node is the first node responsive to the transaction having 
a first type (READ transaction, column 7, lines 43-45), and wherein the receiving node 

+ 

is the second node responsive to the transaction having a second type (WRITE 
transaction, column 7, lines 45-47). 

Hagersten does not specifically teach the header provides an indication. 
However, Sharma et al. taught a probe includes an indication that designates a 
receiving node to receive responses to the probe (column 16, lines 39-58). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
that incorporating Sharma's indication of designated receiving nodes in Hagersten's 
multiprocessor system for maintaining cache coherency would have improved system 
efficiency. The motivation would have been to provide more efficient ordering of 
memory reference operations issued by a processing mode. 

5. Regarding dependent claim 21 , Hagersten taught the probe comprises a packet 
including a command filed identifying the packet as a probe (column 17, lines 16-19; 
column 18, lines 10-15) and the indication is included within the command field (column 
25, lines 31-40). 
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6. Regarding dependent claim 22, Hagersten taught a computer system further 
comprising a third node coupled to receive the probe (column 18, lines 45-47). 

7. Regarding dependent claim 23, Hagersten taught the computer system further 
comprising a third (SMD 12C) configured to generate a probe response, wherein the 
third node is configured to route the probe response responsive to the indication 
(column 18, lines 57-58; column 19, lines 1-3). 

8. Regarding dependent claim 24, Hagersten taught the second type is a write of a 
first number of bytes, the first number of bytes being less than a second number of 
bytes in a cache block of data (column 7, lines 45-47). 

9. Regarding dependent claim 25, Hagersten taught the first type is other than the 
write (column 7, lines 43-45). 

10. Regarding dependent claim 26, Sharma taught the probe comprises a first 
packet including a target node field identifying a second processing node and a source 
node field identifying the first probe processing (column 16, lines 39-43). 

1 1 . Regarding dependent claim 27, Hagersten taught the computer system further 
comprising a third node coupled to receive the probe and generate a probe response to 
the probe (column 18, lines 45-49, 57-58; column 19, lines 1-3), and wherein the probe 
response comprises a second packet including a response node field (column 17, lines 
16-19; column 19, lines 1-4), and wherein the third node is configured to use a value 
from the target node field of the first packet as the value in the response node field 

■ 

responsive to the indication designating the second node as the receiving node (column 
7, lines 45-47; column.24, lines 41-53). 
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12. Regarding dependent claim 28, Hagersten taught the third node is configured to 
use a value from the source node field of the first packet as the value in the response 
node field responsive to the indication designating the first node as the receiving node 
(column 7, lines 43-45; column 20, lines 22-37, 48-50). 

13. Regarding dependent claim 29, Hagersten taught the second node comprises a 
memory a controller configured to communicate with a memory in which the cache 
block is stored (column 1 1 , lines 3-16), and wherein the memory controller is configured 
to generate a probe in response to selecting the request to access the memory (column 
18, lines 23-27). 

14. The language of claims 30-49 is substantially the same as previously rejected 
claims 20-29, above. Therefore, claims 30-49 are rejected on the same rationale as 
previously rejected claims 20-29, above. 

Conclusion 

15. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

16. Hagersten et al., EP 0 820 016 A2: maintaining memory coherency using a 
request agent, a home agent and one or more slave agents. 

17. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Patrice Winder whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3935. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 10:30 am-7:00 pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Cardone can be reached on 571-272-3933. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADAXol571 -272-1 000. 
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